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This paper aims to understand the links between migration and poverty at the community 
level. Most of the research to date on the links between migration and poverty has been 
conducted at the micro level, while research related to migration and development more 
broadly usually focuses on the specific micro or the broader macro level. This paper adds to 
the existing literature by focusing specifically on the community level using data collected in 
the second half of 2011 in 180 Moldova communities. This paper examines four dimensions 
of poverty at the community level, namely: 1) infrastructure, 2) education, 3) livelihood and 
4) health. We look at different rates of poverty by migration/remittance prevalence and 
country destination. We find that communities with higher rates of migration are significantly 
associated with a higher level of deprivation in infrastructure and the multi-dimensional 
index, while we find no significant results for remittances sent to the community. Community 
size and average income as well as region and proximity to the capital all show significant 
results of the different dimensions of well-being. 
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Migration and multi-dimensional poverty in Moldovan communities 
1. Introduction 
This paper aims to understand the relation between migration and poverty or well-being 
at the community level. Most of the research to date on the relation between migration and 
poverty has been conducted at the micro level, while research related to migration and 
development more broadly usually focuses on the specific micro or the broader macro level. 
This paper examines four dimensions of poverty/well-being at the community level, namely: 
1) infrastructure, 2) education, 3) livelihood and 4) health. We investigate different rates of 
poverty (or deprivation) by migration and remittance prevalence and country destination. 
Moldova has seen a spike in emigration since 1999. In 2010, the stock of emigrants 
living abroad was estimated at 770,000, equalling 21.5 per cent of the population (Ratha, 
Mohapatra, & Silwal (2010). Migration has also become increasingly gender diversified. The 
main destinations for migrants are Russia and Italy, with men mainly going to Russia and 
women going to Europe. At least half the migrants who leave Moldova are women (Salah, 
2008), often migrating to Europe to work in the service or care sector, while men work in the 
construction or agriculture sectors in Russia. 
According to de Haas (2006), migration can contribute to social and economic 
development in the sending areas but this is a potential and not a given fact. We may find that 
migrants leave poorer areas in search of work and diversified income sources. At the same 
time, communities with more migrants may be less deprived either because of increased 
investment in these areas by migrants or because migrants from these communities are most 
able to move. 
This paper adds to the existing literature by focusing specifically on the community 
level using data collected in the second half of 2011 in 180 Moldova communities. Survey 
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questionnaires were administered to 180 community leaders, usually from the administrative 
sector. 
The next section of this paper examines the literature and previous findings on the 
link between migration and community development. The paper then goes on, in Section 3, to 
explain the methodology used and specifically the creation of the multi-dimensional poverty 
index. Section 4 presents the results of our analysis and Section 5 concludes. 
2. Migration and Community Development 
Community development can be defined in different ways as economic development, 
social development or as Sen’s development as freedom (or capabilities approach) looking at 
multi-dimensional outcomes. This multi-dimensional approach is used in this paper and is 
explained in greater detail in section 3. 
Most studies on the link between migration and community level development look at the 
individual, household or national level effects with some focus on the regional level. It is 
even more difficult to pinpoint studies that directly look at community development since 
interactions between households and communities are rarely considered (with the exception 
of Taylor et al. (1996); Taylor 2009, Taylor (2012), McKenzie & Gibson (2010)). It might be 
due to difficulties identifying the actual impacts of migration on community development and 
therefore a way of considering the effects could be looking at changes over time while 
comparing areas of high and low migration. 
The link between migration and development can go in both directions. Development 
could lead to migration (as more people are able to finance migration), but migration could 
also lead to development through remittances, investment and increased knowledge and 
skills. According to de Haas (2006), positive outcomes require a positive development 
context. However, even in negative environments, migration may still provide the capacity to 
migrate which can lead to individual development. Migration can contribute to social and 
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economic development in sending areas but this is a potential and not a given fact and it is 
likely that major effects will not be seen for a long time. 
Few authors highlight migration or remittance effects on communities. Some studies have 
found that remittances facilitated communities to finance public works projects such as parks, 
churches, schools, electrification, and sewers (Goldring, 1990, 2004; Massey et al., 1987; 
Reichert, 1981). Through ethnographic, survey and secondary data analyses in Guatemala, 
Taylor et al (1996) argue that two main barriers to effective promotion of development 
through migration are a lack of infrastructure and of credit markets. Taylor (2009) explains 
that migration is transforming local economies in ways not reflected in estimates of the direct 
impacts of remittances (p1171). Clemens (2007) finds migration as a symptom not cause of 
failing health systems. Through surveys with community leaders, McKenzie & Gibson 
(2010) find that the main benefits of migration and remittances to communities in Tonga and 
Vanuatu are job creation and monetary support to the church and housing improvement, 
while the main disadvantages are that less people do community work, not all migrants 
contribute, and there are negative influences from abroad (e.g. alcohol). McKenzie et al 
(2009) highlights that the context is important in explaining effects on communities. 
 
3. Methodology 
The “Capability Approach” developed by Amartya Sen shifted from uni-dimensional 
to multidimensional the notions of thinking about poverty measurement (Sen 1985, 1992). 
Multidimensional poverty measurement which came into international focus with the 
Capability Approach inspired the publication of the Human Development Index in the 1990 
UNDP Human Development Report (UNDP 1990). This index enables a more holistic 
(however, not complete) measurement of human development.  Multi-dimensional poverty 
measurement is now considered the state of the poverty measurement.  
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3.1 Multidimensional index 
The methodology implemented in this analysis is based on the one proposed by Alkire 
& Foster (2011) and inspired by other studies of multidimensional poverty like Roelen & 
Gassmann’s (2012) and Alkire & Santos’s (2010). The methodology employs a three-step 
process using two forms of cutoffs, one at a dimension-specific level, and the other which 
identifies multidimensional poverty and which is called the “Poverty cutoff”. “This ‘dual 
cutoff’ identification system gives clear priority to those suffering multiple deprivations and 
works well in situations with many dimensions” (Alkire and Foster, 2011, p. 477). 
In the first step, each indicator is analysed separately. A community is well-off in a given 
indicator if the established well-being threshold set for a given indicator is met: 
 
where n indicates the number of communities and Iix is a binary variable taking value 1 if 
community i has reached the threshold and 0 if the community has not with respect to 
indicator x.  This means that for each indicator, those communities that meet the 
corresponding threshold (i.e. having a primary school, piped water or bus service) will be 
assigned a value of 1, and 0 otherwise.   
The second step consists in establishing well-being rates for the different dimensions. 
These well-being rates classify those communities that accomplish an adequate level of well-
being in the given dimension as not deprived, expressed as a share of all communities.  All 
indicators have equal weights summing up to 1 within a dimension, except for the case of the 
infrastructure dimension. In this dimension two different weights are assigned to the 
indicators according to their level of importance, considering the country and communities 
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analysed. The choice of the cut-off for each dimension is normative and dependent on the 
specific indicators and dimension considered, as well as the specific context under 
consideration -in this case Moldova- (Alkire and Foster, 2011). For instance, while in the 
domain of education, a community needs to be well-off in all indicators in order to be 
considered non-poor (in this case, the community needs to have both a primary and a 
secondary school to be considered not deprived), in other dimensions like health and 
infrastructure, a community is considered not deprived if their well-being rates are above a 
certain threshold. With regard to the health dimension, being well-off in two out of three 
indicators (which are having a health centre in the community, good quality of health care 
and a pharmacy) is sufficient for a community to be considered not deprived. Regarding the 
infrastructure dimension, due to the high number of indicators (some of them more important 
than others) it is necessary to assign weights in a way that those communities which do not 
have a minimum of services or facilities available will be considered deprived. In this regard, 
indicators like access to piped water, security, a bus service or public lighting will be 
assigned a higher weight than other less-essential facilities, such as a post office, garbage 
collection or internet. Finally, the dimension of livelihood is composed of only one indicator, 
which is the unemployment rate in the community. Due to the high rate of unemployment in 
Moldova, the threshold has been set at 15 percent. The formula which summarises this part of 
the methodology can be expressed as follows: 
 
 
where Iix are the indicators of dimension D for the community, wx are the indicator weights, 
and  is the corresponding threshold chosen for the different dimensions.  We have followed 
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two steps to identify those communities which are deprived in a given dimension. First, we 
generate a weighted indicator for each community by summing up all the indicators that 
belong to that dimension. Secondly, a dummy variable is generated for the dimension that 
takes a value of one if the community has a weighted indicator with a value higher than the 
defined threshold for the specific dimension. For the dimensions of education and 
infrastructure, the threshold was set at 70 percent as this value meets the requirements 
previously defined –that is, only communities that are well-off in both indicators within the 
dimension of education and that meet a minimum required level of services will be well-off. 
In the case of livelihood, the threshold of the dimension is the same as for the indicator (an 
unemployment rate of 15 percent). Finally, the threshold for health was set at 2/3 as 
communities need to be well-off in at least two of the three indicators included in this 
dimension.   
Finally, the overall well-being index is established by aggregating well-being rates 
across dimensions. The multidimensional well-being index gives the percentage of the 
communities with aggregated well-beings higher than the pre-identified threshold. In other 
words, those communities not meeting the requirements can be considered as multi-
dimensionally deprived. Formally:  
 
 
where n represents the number of communities, and Wi is a binary variable which takes a 
value of 1 if the aggregated and weighted domain well-beings, Did, exceed the threshold of 
0.7. Each dimension is weighted equally and all dimension weights, wd, sum up to 1. 
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In this final step we follow the same procedure as with the well-being indices dimension. 
First, we aggregate well-being rates of all dimensions assigning equal weights to each 
dimension. Then we create a dummy variable which identifies as deprived all communities 
where overall aggregated well-being is below 70 per cent. The threshold of 70 percent is 
based on the MPI (Alkire & Santos, 2012), where a household is considered poor if “it is 
deprived in some combination of indicators whose weighted sum is 30 percent or more of the 
dimensions” (pp 7). This means that in order to be non-poor, a community needs to be well-
off in 70 percent or more of the dimensions. 
In addition, and in order to check for robustness by comparing the different results, the 
continuous version of the multidimensional index has been used for the analysis. This means 
that once a value of 0 or 1 has been assigned for each dimension, the well-being rates of all 
dimensions are aggregated, resulting in the continuous multidimensional index. The higher 
the number of dimensions in which the community is well-off, the higher the 
multidimensional index will be. 
3.2 Regression analysis 
Probit regressions are used to estimate the predicted probabilities of a community being well-
off in the multidimensional indicator.  Due to the fact that these probabilities are unknown, 
they have to be estimated by using a binary probit regression, where the dependent variable is 
the dummy which takes the value of 1 if the community is well-off in the multidimensional 
indicator and 0 otherwise. Denoting the vector of regression parameters as i, a binary probit 
regression shows the conditional probability of being well-off in the following way: 
P (D=1|Xi) = ixi   
Where the dependent variable D is the dummy indicating well-being, Xi are the regressors, 
and  is the cumulative standard normal distribution function. The main independent variable 
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is the migration indicator. This variable indicates high (value of 1) or low (value of 0) 
migration rates. Alternatively, we use the continuous variable which indicates migration rates 
in each community. In order to get the net effect of migration prevalence on the overall 
community well-being, a set of control variables are included in the regression, such as size 
of the community, region, main destination countries of migrants, education, and distance to 
the capital and to the main raion administration (municipality). Communities are classified 
according to their location or region: north, west, east or in the centre of the country. 
Destination countries are divided into 3 groups: Russia, Italy and other, as the majority of the 
population leaving the country migrate to these first two countries.  All of these controls may 
also affect the overall level and quality of services, infrastructures, and employment in the 
community, and their omission would cause possible biases in the regressions. In addition, 
OLS regressions were used to assess the effect of migration on the continuous indicator of 
well-being. The independent variables used were the same as stated previously. 
4. Results 
We use four dimensions of well-being in each of the communities surveyed. They include: 
infrastructure, livelihood, education and health. A commmunity is considered not deprived if 
there is bus services, public lighting, piped water, sewage drains, garbage collection are 
available, if there are no water interuptions or shut off, there are no blackouts of electricity, 
internet is availabile, there is a post office as well as a police service. Livelihood is measured 
as not deprived if the community has an unemployment rate of 15 per cent or lower. Health is 
measured by whether there is a health center and a pharmacy available and if the quality of 
health care is rated as medium or high. Education is measured by having a primary and a 
secondary school. In Table 1 we see that communities as a whole are most deprived in 
livelihood and infrastructure, which brings the overall rate of well-off communities to less 
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than 50 per cent (see previous section for explaination of the calculations). However, 
communities are much better off in health and schooling. 











































             Source: author calculations 
Next we indicate well-being rates by different groups. Table 2 shows the different well-being 
rates by high or low migration prevalence communities as well as rates based on primary 
destination for migration of the community. High and low migration communities are based 
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on the median migration rate in all communities. In the preliminary descriptive results, we 
find that there are significant differences in high and low migration communities with regard 
to schooling and the total index. High migration communities are better off in schooling and 
low migration areas are better off in terms of the overall index. We only find significant 
differences with regard to the main destination countries for a community in infrastructure. 
Those communities that have migration to Russia are significantly worse off in terms of 
infrastructure. 
Table 2: Multi-dimensional well-being by migration prevalence and destination 
  % well-off   % well-off   
  High migration Low migration P-value Russia Italy Other P-value
Health 82.05 77.65 0.49 76.85 85.11 87.5 0.4
Livelihood 5.13 8.54 0.4 5.71 8.51 12.5 0.65
Infrastructure 44.16 54.76 0.2 43.9 59.6 71.4 0.1*
Schooling 88.46 78.82 0.098* 80.6 89.3 87.5 0.4
Overall index 38.96 53.09 0.075* 41.35 55.32 57.14 0.2
 ***p-value<1% **p-value<5% *p-value<10%    
 
If we look at well-being by high and low remittance receiving areas as well as income non-
/poor areas, a slightly different picture begins to emerge (Table 3). We do find significant 
differences in high/low remittance areas with regard to health, infrastructure and schooling. 
Low remittance receiving communities are worse off in health, infrastructure and schooling. 
We find the same results in income for poor communities. This may suggest that only 
communities that receive remittances (not only have migration) are those that can benefit 
most from migration. 
 
Table 3: Multi-dimensional well-being by remittance prevalence and income poor level 
  
  
By remittances rate (high/low) 
  
Poverty levels  poor/non-poor 







Remittances P-value Non-poor Poor P-value 
Health 73.2 86.4 0.035** 85.4 70 0.02**
Livelihood 7.6 6.2 0.7 8.9 3.4 0.2
Infrastructure 43.2 56.3 0.09* 56.9 37.3 0.02**
Schooling 73.2 93.8 0.00*** 87.4 76.7 0.07*
Overall 
index 41.03 51.25 0.2 51 37.9 0.12
***p-value<1%, **p-value<5%, *p-value<10% 
 
Next we examine the correlations between multidimensional well-being and 
migration/remittances in communities in two different ways. First, we use the different 
dimensions as 0 or 1 (not deprived/deprived or well-off/not well-off) for each of the four 
dimensions and then the multi-dimensional index. This gives a more straightforward picture 
of deprivation in the community. Next, we use each dimension as a continuous variable so 
that we can see differences in being more deprived or less deprived (better-off). 
Table 4 presents the results of the predicted probability estimates. We see that higher 
rates of migration are significantly associated with more deprivation in infrastructure and the 
multi-dimensional index, while we find no significant results for remittances sent to the 
community. Size of the community and average income of the community as well as region 
and proximity to the capital all show significant results of the different dimensions of well-
being. Larger communities are significantly associated with less deprivation in infrastructure, 
schooling and health as well as the multi-dimensional index. Being closer to the capital is 
also significantly associated with better schooling, health and the multi-dimensional index. 
Higher average income of communities is also significantly associated with better livelihoods 
and health. 
In addition, OLS regressions were used to assess the effect of migration on the 
continuous indicator of well-being (Table 5). We find that the rate of migration is negatively 
associated with infrastructure and the multi-dimensional index and positively associated with 
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livelihood. This means that higher migration is correlated to more deprivation in 
infrastructure and multi-dimensional well-being. At the same time, higher migration is 
associated with better livelihood outcomes. This can be explained by the fact that livelihood 
is measured by unemployment rate and it can be assumed that migration takes pressure off 
unemployment rates. We do not find significant correlations with regard to remittances. 
Again, community size, average income and location of community is significantly 
associated with the different dimension and overall well-being index. 
    i 
 
Table 4: Probit regression results 




















Migration rate/remittances high/low -2.1** -1.8** -2.89 -2.4 -1.3 0.15 0.15 0.82 -0.08 -0.08 
Distance to the closest municipality (km) 0.01 0.0008 -0.03 -0.040 0.02 0.01 0.00003 -0.02 -0.050 0.02 
Distance to the capital (km) 0.006* 0.006 0.01* 0.010 0.005 0.00 0.004 0.01 0.011 0.004 









Education: reference category no 
education                     
Primary education 4.10 3.45 4.03 4.77 3.8 4.20 3.6 3.80 5.10 3.9 
Secondary education 4.60 4.2 4.78 Omitted 4.1 4.50 4.2 4.80 Omitted 4.1 
Upper secondary education 4.30 3.99 4.23 2.95 4.3 4.30 3.9 4.30 2.90 4.3 
Tertiary education 5.20 4.6 Omitted 2.33 4.3 5.40 4.8 Omitted 2.40 4.5 
Main destination country: reference 
category Italy                     
Russia -0.25 -0.26 -0.09 -0.05 -0.08 -0.20 -0.23 -0.17 0.03 -0.08 
Other countries 0.04 0.43 -0.09 0.60 -0.37 -0.01 0.37 -0.64 0.50 -0.26 
Region: reference category South                     
Chisinau 0.44 Omitted -4.30 2.02 Omitted 0.92 Omitted -3.60 2.8 Omitted 
Balti Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted 
North -0.86* -0.87** -1.55* -0.20 -0.37 -0.44 -0.5 -1.2 0.12 -0.17 
Centre -0.07 0.06 -0.26 0.71 0.01 0.05 0.17 -0.2 1.24 0.05 
Average per capita income 0.0001 0.0001* 0.00002 
0.0003*







Average age of the household head 0.01 -0.008 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.01 0.0007 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 
Constant -0.02 -4.8 -3.50 -4.70 -4.6 -6.50 -5.3 -4.60 -5.30 -4.9 
Pseudo Rsquared 0.31 0.26 0.58 0.35 0.37 0.28 0.24 0.60 0.33 0.37 
***p-value<1% **p-value<5% *p-value<10% 
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Table 5: OLS regression results 





















Migration rate/remittances high/low -0.23* -0.19* -0.01 0.29*** -0.11 0.03 0.015 0.12** 0.03 0.03 
Distance to the closest municipality(km) 0.00 -0.001 -0.001 0.003** -0.002 0.00 -0.00005 -0.001 
0.003**
* -0.002 
Distance to the capital (km) 0.001* 0.00004 0.0004 -0.0005 0.0006 0.0009* -0.00008 0.0002 -0.0004 0.0005 
Size of the community 0.0007* 0.000*** 0.00000 0.000* 0.000 0.000*** 0.0000*** 0.00000 0.0000* 0.000 
Education: reference category no education                    
Primary education 0.31 -0.15 0.31 -0.09 0.23 0.31 -0.14 0.31 -0.10 0.24 
Secondary education 0.38* -0.01 0.61* -0.04 0.37 0.36 -0.15 0.6** -0.03 0.36 
Upper secondary education 0.42* 0.01 0.69** -0.12 0.45 0.40 0.00 0.7** -0.11 0.45 
Tertiary education 0.45* 0.11 0.76** -0.04 0.43 0.46 0.13 0.8** -0.05 0.45 
Main destination country: reference 
category Italy                     
Russia -0.03 -0.08* -0.05 0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.06* -0.06 0.04 -0.01 
Other countries 0.09 -0.06** -0.02 0.04 0.14 0.07 0.13* -0.05 0.04 0.13 
Region: reference category South                     
Chisinau 0.150 0.02 -0.19 -0.09 0.16 0.2* 0.06 -0.15 -0.12 0.20 
Balti -0.9** -1.30 -0.03 -0.09 0.12 -1.12** -1.4*** -0.06 -0.12 0.12 
North -0.1** -0.08*** -0.08 -0.02 -0.08 -0.08 -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 
Centre 0.030 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.040 -0.05 -0.02 -0.01 0.02 
Average per capita income 0.00004*** 0.000*** 0.00002 -0.00*** 0.000*** 0.00003*** 0.00002** 0.0000 -0.00*** 0.000** 
Average age of the household head -0.003 -0.002 -0.01 0.001 0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.01 0.001 0.002 
Constant 0.05 0.78*** 0.55 0.67** 0.13 -0.03 0.7 0.44 0.72 0.06 
Pseudo Rsquared 0.21 0.17 0.28 0.32 0.28 0.30 0.4 0.28 0.29 0.09 




This paper has investigated the link between migration and poverty at the community level. 
As most of the research to date on the relation between migration and poverty has been 
conducted at the micro or macro levels, this paper adds to the existing literature by focusing 
specifically on the community level. We find a varied picture in the link between migration 
and community level development. 
Preliminary results indicate that communities that receive remittances (not only have 
migration) are those that can benefit most from migration. However, when continuing with 
our analysis we see that higher rates of migration are significantly associated with more 
deprivation in infrastructure and the multi-dimensional index and positively associated with 
livelihood, while we find no significant results for remittances sent to the community. 
Community size and average income as well as region and proximity to the capital all show 
significant results in the different dimensions of well-being. Larger communities are 
significantly associated with less deprivation in infrastructure, schooling and health as well as 
the multi-dimensional index. Being closer to the capital is also significantly associated with 
better schooling, health and the multi-dimensional index. Higher average income of 
communities is also significantly associated with better livelihood and health. We do not find 
significant correlations with regard to remittances. Again, community size, average income 
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Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
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Education   
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Destination country   
Italy  0.29 0.45 0 1 
Russia  0.66 0.47 0 1 
Other countries  0.29 0.45 0 1 
Region  0.05 0.22  
Chisinau  0.04 0.2 0 1 
Balti  0.006 0.08 0 1 
North  0.38 0.49 0 1 
Centre  0.35 0.48 0 1 
South  0.22 0.42 0 1 
Average per capita income (in US 
$)  6238  2584  1120  18383 
Average age of the household 
head  57  6.2  41  91 
Remittances (high/low)  0.5 0.5 0 1 




2012-02 A  methodological  survey  of  dynamic  microsimulation  models  by  Jinjing  Li  and  
Cathal O'Donoghue 











2012-10 The  monkey  on  your  back?!  Hierarchical  positions  and  their  influence  on 
participants'  behaviour  within  communities  of  learning  by  Martin  Rehm,  Wim 
Gijselaers and Mien Segers 
2012-11 Do Ak models really lack transitional dynamics? by Yoseph Yilma Getachew 
2012-12 The  co‐evolution  of  organizational  performance  and  emotional  contagion  by  R. 
Cowan, N. Jonard, and R.Weehuizen 
2012-13 "Surfeiting,  the  appetite  may  sicken":  Entrepreneurship  and  the  happiness  of 
nations by Wim Naudé, José Ernesto Amorós and Oscar Cristi 
2012-14 Social interactions and complex networks by Daniel C. Opolot 
2012-15 New  firm  creation  and  failure:  A  matching  approach  by  Thomas  Gries,  Stefan 
Jungblut and Wim Naudé 






2012-19 Implementation  of  cross‐country  migration  surveys  in  conflict‐affected  settings: 
Lessons  from  the  IS  Academy  survey  in  Burundi  and  Ethiopia  by  Sonja  Fransen, 
Katie Kuschminder and Melissa Siegel 




2012-22 Innovation strategies and employment  in Latin American  firms by Gustavo Crespi 
and Pluvia Zuniga 
2012-23 An  exploration  of  agricultural  grassroots  innovation  in  South  Africa  and 
implications for innovation indicator development by Brigid Letty, Zanele Shezi and 
Maxwell Mudhara 
2012-24 Employment  effect  of  innovation:  microdata  evidence  from  Bangladesh  and 
Pakistan by Abdul Waheed 







2012-29 Sunk  costs,  extensive R&D  subsidies  and  permanent  inducement  effects  by  Pere 
Arqué‐Castells and Pierre Mohnen 








2012-34 Techniques  for dealing with  reverse  causality between  institutions and economic 
performance by Luciana Cingolani and Denis de Crombrugghe 








2012-40 Explaining  the  dynamics  of  stagnation:  An  empirical  examination  of  the  North, 
Wallis  and  Weingast  approach  by  Richard  Bluhm,  Denis  de  Crombrugghe  and 
Adam Szirmai 






2012-44 Prescriptions  for  network  strategy:  Does  evidence  of  network  effects  in  cross‐
section support them? by Joel A.C. Baum, Robin Cowan, and Nicolas Jonard 
2012-45 Perspectives  on  human  development  theory  in  democracy  promotion:  A 
comparison of democracy promotion programmes  in Egypt  through  the  lenses of 
classical and revised modernisation theory by Inger Karin Moen Dyrnes 
2012-46 Nonlinearities  in  productivity  growth:  A  semi‐parametric  panel  analysis  by 
Théophile T. Azomahou, Bity Diene and Mbaye Diene 
2012-47 Optimal  health  investment  with  separable  and  non‐separable  preferences  by 
Théophile T. Azomahou, Bity Diene, Mbaye Diene and Luc Soete 
2012-48 Income  polarization  and  innovation:  Evidence  from  African  economies  by 
Théophile T. Azomahou and Mbaye Dien 
2012-49 Technological  capabilities  and  cost  efficiency  as  antecedents  of  foreign  market 
entry by Fabrizio Cesaroni, Marco S. Giarratana and Ester Martínez‐Ros 
2012-50 Does  the  internet  generate  economic  growth,  international  trade,  or  both?  by 
Huub Meijers 
2012-51 Process  innovation  objectives  and  management  complementarities:  patterns, 
drivers, co‐adoption and performance effects by Jose‐Luis Hervas‐Oliver, Francisca 
Sempere‐Ripoll and Carles Boronat‐Moll 
2012-52 A  systemic  perspective  in  understanding  the  successful  emergence  of  non‐
traditional exports: two cases from Africa and Latin America by Michiko Iizuka and 
Mulu Gebreeyesus 










2012-58 Do R&D tax  incentives  lead to higher wages for R&D workers? Evidence from the 
Netherlands  by Boris Lokshin and Pierre Mohnen 
2012-59 Determinants  of  the  prevalence  of  diarrhoea  in  adolescents  attending  school: A 




2012-61 Differential  welfare  state  impacts  for  frontier  working  age  families  by  Irina  S. 
Burlacu and Cathal O'Donoghue 
2012-62 Microeconometric  evidence  of  financing  frictions  and  innovative  activity  by 
Amaresh K Tiwari, Pierre Mohnen, Franz C. Palm, Sybrand Schim van der Loeff 
2012-63 Globalization  and  the  changing  institution  for  sustainability:  The  case  of  the 
Salmon farming industry in Chile by Michiko Iizuka and Jorge Katz 
2012-64 Chronic and  transitory poverty  in  the Kyrgyz Republic: What can synthetic panels 
tell us? by Mira Bierbaum and Franziska Gassmann 













2012-72 Political determinants of  sustainable  transport  in  Latin American  cities by Carlos 
Cadena Gaitán 
2012-73 Community cohesion and  inherited networks  ‐ A network study of  two handloom 
clusters in Kerala, India by Anant Kamath  and Robin Cowan 





2012-76 European  investment promotion agencies  vis‐à‐vis multinational  companies  from 
emerging  economies: Comparative analysis  of BRIC  investor  targeting  by  Sergey 
Filippov 
2012-77 Migration  and  multi‐dimensional  poverty  in  Moldovan  communities  by  Melissa 
Siegel and Jennifer Waidler 
